Endings are not always completed with a full stop by Jones, Rhiannon
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So, here we are then. This is a conversation. About The Trilogy. But where do we start the 
conversation? Let’s start at The Beginning, The Middle and The End. The conversation I have 
with Michael metaphorically occupies the corner points marked out on a stage, balanced on the 
edges of white masking tape, the threshold of dramaturgy. As Maddie Costa states a play-text 
can ‘occupy the threshold between writing and performance, idea and enactment’, this 
conversation consciously operates on a threshold for conversation between interpretation and 
listening, past and present, dramaturgy and dialogue. In The Beginning, the audience learn of 
a contract made between the show and the audience, The Trilogy plays on the idea of beginning 
and endings, of exits and entrances, of having failure and success. The works speak of forming 
contracts filled with falling in and out of love with the theatre, and, as Pinchbeck states in The 
End, the overwhelming feeling that ‘It is time to call it a day’ (Pinchbeck, 2011). This chapter 
is presented as a release statement from a contract in a final act of ‘signing off’ The Trilogy. 
Pinchbeck tells me that this book is a swan song, for The Trilogy. A final act marked in 
permanent ink honouring that promise Pinchbeck once made never to perform again.  
 
So here are a few more beginnings and endings, moments of before and after. 
Of being on the edges of The Trilogy, sitting in the wings, watching in the audience.  
Of messages to say ‘I’m turning my phone off now, we use it in the show’ and ‘it went well… 
we are just tidying up now.’ 
The smell of the bear suits. 
The weight of the props and responsibility of making sure the heart shaped helium balloon 
didn’t float away.  
Of evenings sat re-ordering cards into neat piles on our living room floor, and picking them up 
after a show as they lay scattered across the stage floor. 
The memories of shared conversations between set up and get out.  
Of pre-post show discussions and careful construction of the perfect post show tweet. 
The buying of beer for the show, and then wiping it up from the stage floor. 
Of holding a fragile donkey’s head in-between my legs, as I sit in a hire car for nine hours on 
tour.  
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Of packing the right technology, or else finding a shop en-route to a venue to buy that missing 
cable.  
I’m reminded of the image of the helium balloon, acting like a silent observer, hovering in the 
breeze near EXIT signs of wedged-open stage doors. 
  
These are the blurred and often invisible lines between moments of fact and fiction, dramaturg 
and writer, performer and director, being on and off stage, of life and love. The thin line 
between personal and professional and the making of the work. I have an archive of helium 
balloons from The Beginning which were presented to me, often found tied to my front door. 
The thread of coincidences, between the personal and professional. The first show in The 
Trilogy was devised and performed in Cambridge in 2011, the birthplace of the show and 
Michael and myself. A blurred line teetering on the threshold between the roles of dramaturg 
and writer, performer and director, and of being on and off stage. The dialogue between myself 
and Michael, can be located on the periphery of the stage as a discrete boundary wrapped 
around The Trilogy as an act of ‘participatory thought’ (Bohm, 2000: 96) to shed, unpick, 
unravel and batten it up.  
 
Like the work, the discourse around it consciously touches at the edges, it is sticky and non-
linear. It weaves together fragments of other contributors’ voices in order to float a range of 
ideas. There is a performativity to this book, found in the interlocuter of voice, in the inflections 
and traces of recorded memories and fragments of conversations between Pinchbeck and the 
contributors. Conversation is innately performative, it is a mode of textual inscription, 
embedded and actualised through the words recorded on this page, about this conversation. As 
a verb, ‘to dialogue’ can be considered as an active process that occurs between people. The 
root meaning of the word dialogue taken from Greek definition of dialogos means dia ‘through’ 
alluding to a sense of movement or action; and logos ‘word’ or ‘reasoning’ of thought, of 
working things out through doing (Bohm, 2004: 6). Dialogue, is in this sense, rooted within a 
literal and theatrical contextual frame of reference. It is through this etymological lens that the 
conversation below should be read, where the shape and form of the narrative is considered for 
its incorporation of the physical, cognitive and aesthetic, as a way into uncovering, and 







<TS: insert Figure 11> 
Figure 11: The Beginnning (2012), (left to right) Nicki Hobday, Michael Pinchbeck and Ollie 
Smith. Cambridge Junction. Photo by Claire Haigh. 
Filename: Fig 11- The Beginning – Claire Haigh 
 
RJ: So, I ask… to what extent do you think that this book, the invited voices and your own, 
reflects the ‘often hidden’ inner voice of a dramaturg as a writer? 
 
MP: The often, hidden inner voice of the dramaturg is the part of me that thinks ‘what if we 
did this?’. It manifested itself in The Beginning with the line ‘So… what do we do now?’. It 
appears in the script three times – each time it has an ellipsis - and it is one of the last lines in 
the show. If the invited voices are the contributors to this publication, then they are each 
proposing their own dramaturgical reading of the work, from the outside with reference to 
theory e.g. James Hudson, Mick Mangan, Catherine Love or inside with reference to practice 
e.g. Nicki Hobday, Tony Pinchbeck and Ollie Smith. There are some other short pieces too 
from Andy Smith and Dani Abulhawa that perhaps reflect on the memory of a performance at 
a particular time, at a particular moment. In Geographies of Requiredness (2010), David 
Williams talks about the dramaturg as a ‘critical friend’. He suggests that ‘… the dramaturg is 
a kind of critical friend who draws attention to the different elements in circulation and at play, 
and to what they ‘do’: space, light, bodies, language, sounds, objects, ideas, energies, etc’ 
(Williams, 2010: 198). These contributors are critical friends drawing attention to different 
elements at play. Some looking back, some more looking forward, this chapter, near the end 
of the book, aims to look to the future. 
 
RJ: It is interesting that you reference the role of the dramaturg as a ‘critical friend’ having 
observed you in the rehearsal room, it seems to me that you often advocate criticism in order 
for the role of the dramaturg to provide this ‘supportive act, where artist and critic do not have 
fixed identities but both acknowledge a vulnerability, embedded position. Critical debate need 
not be written, it can happen in many contexts (Carmichael & Crouch, 2014: 6). In this sense, 
the interactive process between you and others in the rehearsal process relied on you being an 
advocate, of the work, of the process, of and for the critical lens of the dramaturg. A dramaturg 
wears many hats, deals with many twists and turns… So, how would you respond to the 
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proposition that this chapter is a textual reminder of the dramaturgical twists and turns involved 
in decision making as a writer/director and now as an editor/writer? 
 
MP: The title of this chapter (when I typed in the filename of this document) was ‘Dot dot dot 
not a full stop’ but now you have changed it. That in itself is a dramaturgical twist and turn. It 
is one of the last lines of The End, which became the last show in The Trilogy, and suggests 
continuation and iteration and an ellipsis, a pause, for thought or renewal. It is both a 
dénouement and a rénouement. In this sense, it does mirror the way a dramaturg works, 
questioning, extending, provoking… not so much finishing the sentence but suggesting a new 
ending to it might be possible. As Mark Bly says of his role as dramaturg: ‘Finally, when I am 
asked to define my most significant activity as a production dramaturg in the rehearsal process 
I invariably confess, “I question”’ (Bly, 1997: xxiv). Much of what I have done, as writer, 
director and dramaturg of The Trilogy and as writer and editor of this book has been to question.  
 
RJ: In one early text you wrote for The End you wrote: ‘We might use the video projector, we 
should do because they put it up especially for us. But at the moment we would only be using 
it because it is there’ (Pinchbeck, 2011). To what extent is this statement actually a privileged 
position, especially when today’s arts market is seeing cuts to funding and shifts to how 
artists/academics are finding alternative strategies to produce their own work. This title 
references the end of festivals and venues – and how The Trilogy has touched and been touched 
by these historical, poignant moments in the UK changing arts scene. 
  
MP: Interesting question. I didn’t write that line – we devised it. We were showing the 
performance as a work-in-progress at Nottingham Lakeside Arts. I requested a video projector 
on our tech spec before we actually knew what the set would be. Because we had the projector, 
we then decided to create a PowerPoint with graphics from the publicity that switched from 
‘The End by Michael Pinchbeck’ to ‘The End by Ollie Smith’. This was partly an aesthetic 
choice to use the vertical space in that theatre studio because everything else was floor-based, 
especially when we cover the stage in index cards, but it also helped to reinforce the fact that 
Ollie was taking over, or usurping me. It is a visual subtext. I am interested in how the 
marketing and the dramaturgy inform each other and this is an example of how the identity of 
the show, the logo, the font, the title, is in the show. (There are other moments in The Trilogy 
e.g. The Beginning has its flier under the live camera at the start and I read the programme 
during the show). We also refer to the fact that our fliers will end up under a desk until after 
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the show when they will be recycled and our poster will end up on the back of a toilet door. 
Looking back now, I realise we were subverting how projection is sometimes used as 
decorative, or to represent a set that the company can’t afford, in a kind of DIY naturalism.  
 
We refer to it at the beginning when I say ‘This is the last projection I will stand in front of’ 
and that is the cue for the technician to fire the first PowerPoint slide. All the other times the 
cue was when I shot Ollie or he shot me. The fact we are using PowerPoint also plays with the 
genre of the performance lecture and suggests we are going to be talking to the audience as 
ourselves, using our own names etc. When we are actually playing versions of ourselves. I 
don’t see it as privileged and this projection was not essential to the show, in fact, when we 
showed the piece in Edinburgh, the projector was broken. We had to change the lines to ‘This 
would have been the last projection I stand in front of’ and ‘We wanted to use a video projector 
to show the title, because they put it up especially for us. But we can’t use it, because the bulb 
has blown.’ Like the tape on the floor when we first went into the rehearsal space for The 
Beginning (also at Nottingham Lakeside Arts), these moments are folded into the show. Just 
as this was an accidental trilogy, in some ways it has an accidental dramaturgy. 
  
RJ: I would like to put forward to you the idea that this title is yet another form of a contract – 
(playing on the idea of a contract made between you and the audience in the beginning), and 
that this time the form of the contract is manifested/presented as a type of editing out/a release 
statement from a contract to ‘signing off’ The Trilogy, a final act marked in permanent ink 
honouring a promise once made to never perform again. How would you respond to this? 
 
MP: Yes - it is a contract. A contract between me and the reader, the book and its audience, I 
actually had to get each of the contributors to sign a contract to include their chapters in the 
book and it reminded me of The Beginning when we ask the audience to sign a contract. In the 
early days of devising we thought about actually passing the contract around the audience 
members but then we decided to show it on the screen instead and I just put a dotted line under 
the words ‘The Contract’. It is one of the few cards I write ‘live’ under the camera as most of 
them are pre-written. It does honour a promise I have kept since the last performance of The 
Trilogy – when I say in The End that I will never perform onstage again. I add the word 
‘onstage’ here, because I have performed in site-specific work and one-to-one performances 
since then, but never set foot on a stage since Nottingham Playhouse in 2016. My Dad was a 
solicitor and he told me to check the small print. This is the small print of the promise I made: 
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Michael: This will be the last time I perform 
This will be the last stage I stand on 
You will be the last audience I face (Pinchbeck, 2011). 
 
RJ: you mentioned in conversation with me that you would define the role of the director as ‘I 
decide’ and as a dramaturg as ‘I delegate, or, I question’. So, which voice did you speak with 
most when creating The Trilogy and connected to this, how does it link to the trajectory of critic 
turned dramaturg – which we know invites a position for the voice of ‘I question’? 
 
MP: I have already talked here about questioning, and this comes up most for me in The 
Beginning when I enter the space and the whole piece changes. We talked during the devising 
process about that being a turning point, of becoming a hinge. Also, in The Middle I am barely 
there onstage, but I bring my Dad props and actually I feel very present just sitting there, in the 
wings, watching my Dad and operating the sound and PowerPoint. For that show, it is The 
Middle written in my handwriting then an image of my Dad blindfolded on a diving board in 
Malta in 1967 and then The Middle written in his handwriting. As well as serving as the title 
for the show, the images show how, as he says in the text: ‘His handwriting [is] becoming more 
and more like mine’ (Pinchbeck, 2013). There is a similar question around authorship as we 
see at the end of The End when Ollie takes over and performs text from memory (in fact it was 
one of the first scenes I wrote for the show before Ollie was involved). Here my Dad, is 
speaking about me and yet I have written the text for him – there is even a scripted ad lib which 
Catherine Love picks up on in her chapter about my Dad wondering why I’ve never had a 
proper job (even though I now have a proper job). However, there is a section which he wrote 
himself so to that extent I did delegate here. My role as director, or dramaturg, was to find a 
way to weave it into the final piece. The question I returned to when I was making The Trilogy, 
apart from ‘So… what do we do now?’ was ‘What’s the least we can do’. In this sense, it 
mirrors Andy Smith’s approach to theatre-making when he says he is interested in ‘doing more 
with less’. Chris Thorpe has also spoken about doing ‘as little as possible’ to tell a story. 
  
RJ: You briefly mentioned in conversation a triangulation between Matt Truman, the Oval 
House and embedded criticism – could you please elaborate? 
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MP: The first dramaturg was Gotthold Ephrahim Lessing who was working in Hamburg in the 
1700s, he argued that the role of the dramaturg ‘bridges the gap between theory and practice’ 
(Lessing, 1962: xx). The tacit relationship here has not changed but the technology that enables 
the relationship to exist has and will continue to do so. For example, now we have embedded 
criticism, a concept that came about a few years ago when bloggers decided to write online 
about the process of making performance as well as the final product. As Matt Trueman wrote, 
when he was the embedded critic at the Oval House Theatre, ‘Since process has become 
increasingly prominent for theatre makers in recent years, a number of critics followed their 
lead to ask how that can be the subject of criticism’ (Trueman, 2013). 
 
Embedded criticism has been proposed and debated through the blogs of several arts journalists 
actively involved in the industry e.g. Andrew Haydon, Hannah Silva, Daniel Bye and Tassos 
Stevens, each critique theatre through their respective blogs; it has been the subject of discourse 
amongst people who are doubting the traditional methods and practices of theatre criticism, 
and their purpose within the industry. In the original discussion on the Devoted and Disgruntled 
7 blog, the main school of thought surrounded the distance between the theatre maker and the 
writer, and whether this gap could be bridged by involving process in the art of theatre 
criticism. Maddy Costa, the convenor of the discussion at D&D (and writer of The Foreword), 
asked, ‘How do we stop the critic being simply a diarist, or a kind of puppet for the maker?’ 
(Costa, 2012).  
 
Theatre criticism traditionally focuses on the product, a finished show, but this model allows 
the critic to reflect on the process while it is in progress. In discussing embedded criticism and 
its validity within the industry today, there is something of an ouroborosian loop taking place 
here. It is like a camera crew following a camera crew. Thinking of criticism as an artform 
changes the way it is processed and presented at this point in time - embedded-ness offers an 
innovative and intuitive way of thinking about criticism and it has informed writers that there 
are different ways of thinking about and producing reviews of theatre. There were moments 
making The Trilogy when I was my own embedded critic and the blogs I kept were my own 
commentary on the making process in progress. However, when I read them now I am aware 
of how immersed I had become in metatheatre, writing about writing etc. 
 
The same is true of ‘embedded academics’ inhabiting rehearsal processes such as David 
Williams with Lone Twin or Synne Behrndt with Fevered Sleep. What emerges from these 
 8 
residencies is both a critical rigour with which the company develop their work and a written 
publication by the dramaturg that documents the process. They are not so much reviewers as 
see-ers, who observe as outside eyes and write up their reflections. They will have their 
reflections cited in chapters like this and published in books funded by their institutions that 
act as a testimony to the process in which they were embedded and these publications will 
count towards their institution’s REF (Research Excellence Framework). As such, we see a 
shift from Arts Council England to the academy in terms of funding for the role of dramaturg. 
 
As Trueman writes, ‘Frustrated with the limitations of popping in at the last minute, seeing a 
show and responding, these embedded critics spend time in rehearsals or workshops and 
document or respond to the on-going creative process, as well as the final piece’ (Trueman, 
2013). The dramaturg is an ‘embedded critic’ of the process, or a ‘thinker-in-residence’ to use 
the phrase Haydon employs when embedded as a critic in the rehearsal room (Haydon, 2012). 
The ‘thinker-in-residence’ of today is not too far removed from Lessing’s poet who ‘thinks in 
our presence’, however the diaries have now become blogs (Lessing, 1962: xx). 
 
RJ: What, for you, comes after 360-degree Dramaturgy? How will you in 10 years from now 
be describing dramaturgy and, how/if at all for you does Virtual Reality/digital participatory 
theory/post-dramaturgy theory bring to the table, as Andy Field has described, what might this 
future look like?  
 
MP: In 10 years, the dramaturg will be a rare species because again the funding has shifted so 
it is harder for arts organisations to have a dramaturg involved in the process. When I wrote 
my PhD thesis, Outside Eye: The dramaturgical turn in contemporary performance (2016), 
the title hinted more at a dramaturgical awareness or awakening (like in A Midsummer Night’s 
Dream) than a turn towards the specific role of dramaturg being played in the process. 
Especially, when funding becomes scarce and companies and artists are unable to allocate 
budget to members of the creative team whose role they can play themselves. In some ways, 
this is the argument made by Fevered Sleep in 1999 when they declared they ‘… can’t see the 
point of dramaturgs. As devisors and directors of [their] own work, [they] fulfil the 
dramaturgical role [themselves]’ (Butler and Harradine, 1999: 20-21). However, from 2008, 
they have worked with academic, Synne Behrndt, as dramaturg on their recent productions. In 
2011, they published a book, Invisible Things: Documentation from a Devising Process co-
 9 
authored by Behrndt. In this publication they state that ‘devising is a process of creation and it 
is a process of loss’ (Harradine and Behrndt, 2011: 185).  
 
It is perhaps the role that Behrndt plays, in both the process and in the documentation of it, to 
capture and record this loss. As Williams suggest she is an ‘archivist/aide memoire’. It is 
obvious that we are opening our eyes to dramaturgy now, more aware of what it is and what it 
is doing than we were 15 years ago. This could be a textual awareness, a spatial awareness or 
a kinesthetic awareness in the same way that Anne Bogart breaks down ways of making 
movement in Viewpoints. My practice-as-research then investigates a shift towards a 
‘dramaturgical sensibility’ or a ‘cognitive dramaturgy’ rather than analysing individual 
dramaturgs at work. To borrow Adrian Heathfield’s phrase, when it comes to The Trilogy 
(2014), ‘… these works each manifest aesthetic dynamics and pose particular conceptual 
paradoxes’ (Heathfield, 2010: 105). They are ‘test sites’ and practice as research uses 
performance as an application to carry out these tests at these sites. It is these aesthetics and 
paradoxes that my analysis has explored and which continue to inform my practice as research. 
As a theatre-maker now engaged in research, I seek ways of framing new knowledge as outputs 
and I continue to use dramaturgy as a conduit. It occurs to me that dramaturgy becomes a lens 
through which we can see any performance and I have succeeded in generating more questions 
because that is what dramaturgy does. That is why I keep returning to Mark Bly’s definition of 
it: ‘I question’. 
  
RJ: The question is what you think it is doing, how it is moving, emotionally, physically – is 
this the position you still take and how you approached the process? 
 
MP: Yes - as I write in my chapter, ‘On Weaving: Acts of (Auto)dramaturgy’, Bert O. States 
suggests that: ‘… the mission of any form of phenomenological critique is to describe what 
Cezanne called “The world’s instant”… any instant that is perpetually apprehended as carrying 
or leading to an intuition about what it is and what it is doing’ (States, 1992: 35). ‘What is it?’ 
and ‘What is it doing?’ are the two questions a dramaturg asks of anything they see. At the 
same time, the thing sometimes changes when you look at it, or the act of looking reveals a 
way of doing that you didn’t know was possible. This was what I was exploring when I was 
working on The Trilogy (2014) and this is why the boundaries between deviser and performer, 
writer and director, outside eye and inside eye, became more ‘porous’. Cathy Turner describes 
this as ‘porous dramaturgies’ (Turner, 2015: 15).  
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What strikes me is that this offers a level of rigour that we don’t always have in devised work. 
I attended an artist talk by a writer/dramaturg the other day who suggested that she wanted to 
work with a script because she wanted the process to be ‘more rigorous’. This opened up the 
whole dichotomy between writing and devising, text-based and non-text-based theatre that 
Catherine Love explores in her chapter. What I was aiming to do with The Trilogy (2014), was 
to apply dramaturgical rigour to the devising process by both inhabiting and witnessing the 
making at the same time. This is what I mean by a 360-degree dramaturgy. To borrow Adrian 
Heathfield’s phrase, when it comes to The Trilogy (2014), ‘… these works each manifest 
aesthetic dynamics and pose particular conceptual paradoxes’ (Heathfield, 2010: 105). In 
‘Dramaturgy without a Dramaturge’ (Heathfield, 2010), he argues that a performance’s 
inherent dramaturgy can be achieved with or without anyone specifically taking the role of 
dramaturg. To explore this, I had to spiral out from working with, without and as a dramaturg. 
  
RJ: The second part of this question is… in thinking about how this approach incorporates the 
idea of smells, Andrew Westerside is quoted in your thesis as stating that the show ‘tasted like 
sorbet’ describing a show based on how it tastes, not just semiotically – with regards to the 
signs but what feeling/emotion/experience is being created. 
  
MP: Andrew Westerside was talking specifically about a show by Reckless Sleepers - It was 
never called snowman (2009). Westerside saw a work-in-progress featuring real snow and said 
‘It tasted like sorbet’. Eugenio Barba suggests that ‘Actions are what work directly on the 
audience’s attention, on their understanding, their emotiveness, their synaesthesia’ (Barba, 
1985: 76). The sorbet response demonstrates how synaesthesia enables a cross-sensory duality 
through these actions. I was working on the piece as a dramaturg and it really made me 
‘question my teaspoons’ as Georges Perec said (Perec, 2007: 210). So now as a dramaturg I 
might ask the following questions of the work: How does it look? How does it feel? How does 
it walk? How does it talk? How does it touch? How does it rest? How does it taste?  
 
When I started working as a dramaturg there was this sense that the dramaturg is coming in to 
the process to ‘fix a problem’. Burt Cardullo argues that ‘A dramaturg is to a play as a mechanic 
is to an automobile: He may not have built it, but he knows what makes it work, and this enables 
him to rebuild it as the theatrical occasion warrants’ (Cardullo, 1997: 10). Actually, it is a much 
more subtle, non-binary role. The dramaturg must first question the notion of something 
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working at all. As Matthew Goulish asks: ‘How does a work work where? What is a work? 
What does it mean to work? What is a where?’ (Goulish, 2000: 97). David Williams suggests 
the ‘…role straddles tensions between structure and possibility, known and unknown, fixity 
and fluidity, and so on’ (Williams, 2010, 198). He adds that: ‘The task of devising is to try to 
locate the shapes of what you think you’re looking for while often being largely in the dark as 
to exactly what that is’ (Williams, 2010, 198). So a dramaturg in this context is often ‘in the 
dark’ as well. As a dramaturg, I keep a blog to remember, to reflect on the process and to collate 
documentation and feedback on the performance. The blog becomes what Mari and Uprichard 
describe as ‘The memory of what’s going on’ (Mari and Uprichard in Turner and Behrndt, 
2007: 177). Now that is what this publication aims to be. 
 
RJ: In The End, the process is revealed, played back to itself, the show refers to itself, and I 
wonder to what extent this is a critique on your personal dramaturgical process of making 
rather than the actual show – are there key moments you can identify from the show where the 
voice of the maker comes through the voice of the performer – perhaps through a different lens 
now as writer of a book, not as writer of a show,  it has been made manifest? Was it a 
deliberately dialogic interplay with text/the scattering upon the floor of words in The End, a 
physical and metaphorical act – a scene of detritus of ideas/processes and the writerly? 
 
MP: Yes - it reflects the process and makes visible the script on stage. It is also a visual 
reference to the writerly job of the audience in putting together the pieces. Karen Jurs-Murnby 
writes of ‘text on display’ in performances such as Forced Entertainment’s Speak Bitterness 
(1994) or Elfriede Jelinek’s Die Kontrakte des Kaufmans (2009) as a live dramaturgical trace 
of performance (Jurs-Murnby, 2010: 101-114). The End (2011) proposes that the text 
represents this dramaturgical trace as it is read and discarded and makes visible the work of the 
dramaturg in the text’s editing and re-editing, ordering and re-ordering, over the devising 
process. It is a dénouement and a rénouement. Now that the piece is finished, the cards wear 
their own history like a pentimento. It is what John Freeman describes as ‘… an early draft 
being somehow made visible … half-thoughts and potential changes of mind being exposed 
rather than edited out … an act of seeing once and of seeing again’ (Freeman, 2012: xii). 
  
RJ: It is interesting to revisit how James Hudson used the word: ‘deployment’ in relation to 
describing your work which feels quite significant – a weaving of the personal narrative with 
devising. A masterclass in narrative weaving floating down onto the stage floor in The End.  
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MP: This is interesting because it is the language of conflict. To deploy something, a weapon, 
a bomb, a parachute. I have heard it used in recent debates about Brexit, with politicians 
deploying language or policymaking. I deployed certain dramaturgical tactics, that is for sure, 
and I continue to refine them. The End is particularly hostile at times and Ollie and I are both 
deploying our stage personae in order to negotiate the narrative which has certain demands of 
us, textually and physically. We are both authoring and subverting the authorship of the text at 
the same time and that is why it starts as the script in our hands and ends as the set under our 
feet. In some ways, the cards were bullets, ammunition to use against each other. That is why 
we dropped a card every time we shout ‘Ready. Aim. Fire’. As Ollie says in his chapter, after 
six years of touring and over 30 performances, the cards wore their history, or battle scars, of 
being ordered, scattered and re-ordered. The process of re-ordering was also a kind of weaving, 
forging new narratives out of old ones, writing the future tense out of the past tense, a dot dot 
dot not a full stop. 
  
RJ: Grant Kester writes of conversation needing to continue in order to further understanding 
of and for practice. Does this ring true in relation to how you describe your work as a dot dot 
dot not a full stop but a continuum and ongoing cyclical act – like running around in ever 
decreasing circles dressed as a bear – chasing away or running towards the act of dramaturgy. 
 
MP: That circling motif repeats in The End because the theatre does not have any wings (we 
would request that all the wings were tabbed off so there was nowhere to go). Therefore, the 
man (Me/Ollie) could not ‘Exit, pursued by a bear’ (Me/Ollie). It is important to note that in 
all three shows, all performers are onstage all the time. I am also interested in the configuration 
that different casts can have. One performer is a dot. Two performers are a straight line or a 
circle. Three performers are a triangle. The Trilogy explores this geometry in different ways 
e.g. the circle in The End represents the ouroboros that Ollie Smith talks about in his chapter. 
In The Beginning, Ollie, Nicki and I become a love triangle, representing the different 
characters in A Midsummer Night’s Dream and Histoire de Melody Nelson. In The Middle, my 
Dad and I are in a more linear time-line about ageing, where I am the son/writer and he is the 
father/actor, but it is problematised by my writing the text he speaks. These different 
configurations were tested and stretched when we showed the pieces in The Trilogy because 
we then had a master-narrative to weave together and one person’s linear journey onstage-
offstage became more complicated. 
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RJ: Be it from the wings, or in the middle, you have suggested that you ‘exit the work through 
the process of making it’ how so? 
  
MP: Because I leave the process, and therefore the performance, a different person. Each 
iteration of The Trilogy changed the way I make theatre and the way theatre made me feel. I 
remember Goat Island used to say ‘We have discovered a performance by making it’ (Goat 
Island, 2001). This remains for me the quintessential definition of practice-as-research. Each 
piece ‘scratches an itch’ as Hetain Patel describes, when that itch is scratched you move onto 
the next, but with The Trilogy, I kept returning to it – to ask about our relationship to theatre, 
and theatre’s relationship to us. That is why Ollie, Mole [Wetherell] and I wrote our letters to 
theatre for The End and why that show became a resignation letter to the theatre. The Beginning 
is a love letter to the theatre. The Middle is a poem for the foyer, something to read in between 
coming and going, toing and froing, ebbing and flowing, but all of them return to the same 
theme. The Theatre. When that theme is exhausted, the shows will tour until I retire them or 
they retire me. There is never a full stop but you don’t know where the work will take you until 
you’re there. Likewise, you don’t always know when it’s over until it already is… 
 
<TS: insert Figure 12> 
Figure 12: The End (2011), Ollie Smith. Nottingham Lakeside Arts. Photo by Julian Hughes. 




This exchange offers the beginnings of a position for a dialogic dramaturgy which has started 
to emerge here on this page through a documented exchange. A recorded offering of an 
alternative method for Pinchbeck to negotiate self, outside of the rehearsal room, away from 
notebooks, props, hire cars, tour bookings, production meetings, away from a Stanislavskian 
questioning of the ‘what if’. Instead the dialogue created a temporal space to be, from which 
to establish a coherent construction of meaning about one’s self, as well as that of The Trilogy.  
What is clear is that there is a recognition of Pinchbeck’s own dramaturgical self, the careful 
weaving of practice as research and dramaturgy as he tells me ‘in the rehearsal room I can think 
without knowing, and do things and then reflect on them’. Much like the simple act of throwing 
of a pebble into the river creates ripples, Pinchbeck’s dramaturgy is likened to the act of 
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skimming a stone that has been carefully selected, held and then let go. Ripples are formed, 
disrupting stillness, creating change. An undulation of dramaturgy. 
 
As Nelson describes practice as research: ‘The interrelation between physical and conceptual 
approaches has recently emerged to refine understanding of embodied knowledge and to posit 
enactive perception’ (Nelson: 57).  This is bound up with the definition of the role of the 
dramaturg for The Trilogy, where the relationship between Pinchbeck’s active perception, and 
directorial or staged action on stage collide and are intrinsically embedded.  This dialogue is 
now embedded within a discourse about dramaturgy. It is trapped on these pages, as a 
contractual release from The Trilogy. It is the wrap party. It is no longer the beginning of 
something, nor the middle.  This dialogue, however temporal, however fleeting, has been 
written down to mark the end of The Trilogy.  But endings, as Pinchbeck tells us, are not always 
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